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MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT:  Meeting with Urban Interests on draft RIA on March 1, 1994

FROM: Palma Risler, W-3-3
TO: File
DATE: March 2, 1994

Background

‘ On Tuesday, March 1, 1994, we held a second meeting with urban
interests to discuss the draft RIA prepared for the Bay/Delta WQS. The meeting
was requested by urban interests at the first meeting and held at EPA offices in
San Francisco. An attendance sheet is attached listing the participants. An
agenda is attached, along with meeting materials called "Tentative table of
research tasks for Bay/Delta RIA." The meeting was fairly informal with
participants providing feedback on the issues listed in the meeting materials.

The following is a list of discussion items and issues raised during the
meeting. No attempt has been made to identify the person making the
comments. The discussion generally followed the meeting materials and these
notes are organized roughly by topic. One paper on reclamation costs was
submitted at the meeting and a one page copy of notes from Dr. Hanneman
on consumer surplus estimation. Both are attached.

Patrick Wright opened the meeting and briefly updated the group on
the public hearings and the schedule. He noted the letter received by EPA
from the environmental groups that emphasizes the 90 day deadline in the
CWA.

Issues/questions/comments

1. Schedule. What other legal action has taken place? What is the lawsuit
about critical habitat about?

2. 800k and overlap with CWA. A formal request to USBR for an analysis was
suggested.



3. Supply/delivery impacts. ERM simulates some local delivery impacts.
3MUD, SCVWD and SFWD all conduct similar analysis. «Jestions were raised
about whether or not DWRSIM and ERM have information on the CVP.

4. Pro-rata analysis. Discussion about the problems with different databases
(water rights and reservoir information). Isn‘t there information on real
diversions? What was done in Bulletin 1607 Isn‘t there something inherent in
the DAU analysis in DWRSIM? For urban analysis, using just two cost scenarios
(Bay area and south coast) was objected to as too simplistic.

5. New scenarios. How would anyone redlistically analyze prorata. Will these
new scenarios drop the emphasis on transfers. The south of delta scenario
should be changed to a project only scenario. The fee/fund scenario could
conceptually avoid physical transfer bottlenecks, possibly be a state auction,
like an enhanced state waterbank.

6. COA split. Seems reasonable to ask the FED for an formal assumption.

7. Transfers cross-delta. Discussion centered on questions regarding whether
or not the biologically opinions were flexible or not. How are the take limits
and other environmental requirements interact in theory and in practice?
Comment were made that the winter-run opinion not the delta smelt opinion
were restrictive.

8. Transfers - other. Comments were made on the need for a baseline for
fransfers. Many urban agencies are counting on transfers to meet current or
projected water demand and thus all the transfer capability is not available to
meet reductions from CWA requirements.

9. Baseline for urban growth. Much discussion took place on the issue of
effecting water supplies and planning for future growth. Many participants
maintained that the draft RIA, especially the costs used, do not reflect the way
urban agencies plan and pay for replacement supplies. Suggestions were
made that the issue isn’t which cost to use but accounting for agencies
having to put higher cost replacement supplies on line sooner. Some type of
discounting scheme was suggested. :

10. AG- modeling. Discussion on CVPM model and why it's advantageous to
use this model.

11. AG - groundwater. Possibly the case studies already completed or
proposed or information from public comment will provide the cost information
needed.

12. Consumer surplus losses from urban demand management. Much
discussion started on this topic. What percent shortage was assumed.



Participants had spoken to Dr. Michael Hanemann and  >or 1 a 15%
shortage was assumed. Palma Risler suggested that because there was so
many issues to discuss that we hold a special meeting just on the topic of
consumer surplus estimation with UC interested professors attending.

13. AG- community impacts. The PV/MET fallowing program may also be
developing information on community impacts.

14. # of fish. Will there be an opportunity for others to participate in the re-
estimation? Why not use the Jassby equations?

15. Expand cost-effectiveness/cost-benefit. Suggestions on looking at where
the cost curve becomes steeper and the benefits are not rising. Is the number
of days a possible variable to use?

16. Long run v short run. Need for greater discussion and consistency, but
what is the possibility of doing a more dynamic study?

17. Critical habitat. How can the analysis be done before the final proposals?
Especially if the biological opinion changes?

18. Government regulatory costs. Won’t there be greatly increased
governmental regulatory costs? Or are these costs (e.g. payments for
administrative costs of transfers) borne by the water users?

19. Urban users fixed costs. The draft RIA mistakenly assumes that water users
do not have to pay for the cost of delta water if they use a replacement.
However, the fixed costs of the projects must be payed whether or not water is
delivered. Comments were made that although MET allows retailers to
subtract MET costs, it would not work this way on the wholesale level.
Comments were made that the issue of increased demand was important
here.






*** MEETING REMINDER ***
PLEASE RSVP TO PALMA RISLER AT 415/744-2017

REGULATORY IMPACT ASSESSMENT - UPDATE
URBAN INTERESTS

Tuesday, March 1, 1994
1:30 - 3:00

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco
18th Floor - RA’s Strategy Room

Meeting Objective: Update and discussion of issue identification
for the RIA analysis.

1:30 INTRODUCTIONS PATRICK WRIGHT
Schedule/Public Hearings

2:00 Update on identification of issues PALMA RISLER
Tentative research process
Discussion

For further information, please call Palma Risler at 415/744-2017
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Tentative table of research tasks for Bay/Delta RIA

TOPIC POSSIBLE STRATEGY STATUS
Supply - 800k baseline - use historical info - research needed
- overlap with - use PEIS approach
CWA rqmnts - request USBR analysis
- get Clubfed decision
Supply - delivery impacts - use info from DWRSIM (not | - under discussion with

- ag/urban policies

just af) as inputs into econ
- use parts of ERM

DWR

Pro-rata analysis

- Need geographic cost curves
for urban?

- Ag/urban use PEIS analysis
from water rights database

- need to research
- wait for info from
comments

Scenario’s unrealistic

- change: south of delta; pro-
rata; fund or fee system

wait for public comments

COA split

- State/Fed interpretations
under discussion

- CLUB Fed give EPA
assumptions

decision thru FED in
spring

Transfers - cross delta

- PEIS may have info
- Historical info on take
limits :

- research PEIS
- DWR analysis?

<




Transfers - extent of current
market

- PEIS may have info
- RB5 Calpoly info?

- collect other studies

Ag - critique of

Use CVPM and expand

under discussion with

estimation/modeling rationing DWR
- Add case study
Ag- GW - Modeling doubtful - need more info

Use estimates of increased
costs and qualitative
discussion

comments may have info

Ag - community impacts

Possible 2 county case
studies (fallow, unemploy,
tax, bankrup, gw)

PEIS case studies on

community well being
RB5 Calpoly info?

- scope need after
comments

- collect info from other
studies

Urban - price increases; actual
shortage policies/frequency

need in addition to
consumer surplus info

- public comment info

Urban - consumer surplus/econ
impact of shortages

use range?

- Alameda, SF, redo MET

Discuss with urban group

- public comment info

# of fish

use range/assess models/bpj

- need to start obtaining
input




Redo econ of fish

- Consistency with ag
(use of multipliers)

- get estimation of overall
recreational fisheries
benefits

- wait till after comments

Expand cost/benefit; cost/effect

- Needs expanding

- need to scope

Consistency of LR v SR

- Need consistency

- need to scope

Fee/Fund

- track policy discussions

- need to scope
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“enpacity of 70 mgd. These changss together added ronghly 350
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; NON-POTABLE WATER RECLAMATION PROGRAM

Riclamation program to fulfill the requiremeats Order
93-117. This peogram is designed to  daliver up to 87,000 ncea feet of
nimed watar per yorr over a 160 square mils arsa in six dties for use in
hdsecaps {rrigation, agricultural treigation and as industrial process
water. The effect of the completad project will be to divart 70 mgd of affiuant
frora San Fraocisco Bay during the dry weather mon oventing
fufther conversion of sult marsh in the vidudty of the plant outfelt, reducing
the disc of tracy loval contaminants, and diog a reliable source
o water to offdet potuble demmnds.

muuuuom in three phases, Fhase 1 provides 17 sbgd of
’ water to the Goldaen o gres, and {8 echeduled for
completion in November, 1097 al & cost of $130 milllon. Tt includes
construction of an effluent diversion structure, reclamation pumping
station, transmission line and more than fifty milon of distribution_ pipe.
Phasea 3 and 8 ¢ 2 the distxibution aystesa t6 south San Jore apnd the
dties of Campmn Cupertino, Saratogs, Los Gatos, and Muote Bereno.
Phase 8 will increase the capacity of the aystem by 88 mgd to a of 50
mgd average dry weather flow to meet ths minimum ementy of the
Régional Board arder (and specified In the City's Action ); con -

is scheduled for completion in Decamber, 2000 at a cost of rou

milion. Once the Phase 2 infrastructure is in place, an additional 20-mpd”
of capacity can be obtained in Phaso 8 at an additional cost of 350
mllion, The total cost of the project is estimated at $400 million.

These estimates ar significantly bigher thap those included in thls 1993-
1998 CIP budget. Aside from adjustments for inflation, increnses arp due to
pteviongly unbudgeted projent clements; realignment of the sydtem as

réoommaended by the recently completad Market Aspessment Stody; and
increased capacity of the system from 60 mgd te 70 mgd to e the
potential market, |

Previovs estimates for Phace 1 did not jnclude the cost of disu'lbut{gn pe
needed to bring mnfonblv lines from central areas to individual
castomers, or the cost of connecting nonpotabls service to eystomer
sysiems. It was gnticipated that some of thess costs srould be assymed b

of*-~_entities (cnstomer or rotailer), * this no longer s §
apadon, the Phaso 1 efffuant divert.... stracture and r
staﬁo:?ndlmos are now sized to permit expangion of the system

tha coat of the Phase 1 project.
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ggugmﬁm = Nonpotuble Watee Reclamation Program

' Elﬁaauncc in act costs resulted from the nsed to
mlimﬂn o 0 sons 3

lﬂ‘t:mbmmmhﬂﬁdmfarmddmﬂ
water 1dentiBied in tha ket Aueomnt Study. Prior ta the m:dy
maAcket dengities fn the Expanded Area were assumed to be tomparsbly to
tbe Goldm ‘mmglo Amx. where customers are rela closa
CalTrans was identifi ul:?amwma.udnz .
reclaimed wator pipsline
mgmmmnyaddonm@wmasuda?r

Bowcvu. CalTrazs ubuqumuy determined that the i eould pot be
Jocated in thair right-of: w-ybonuniteummdmth structural
:ﬁaona. %&man, g- M:Jrkot m.nt Btudy rew dnt. while

ums mand for » watar was h.rgnr an prwlou!y
tbo'a’a toraers were dx.mfbnﬂm ad uu-oughout

nlt, 4r mtam
quired €0 provade adoquto effluent dtvotslon. Chngu in the
alignment and layout of the distributian system added appmxlmtely $100
willion to the Phase 2 cost of the prajact.

On the other bang, ths Market Assessment 8tu lo:ated additional 20
nigd of potential demand for reclaimed water, iﬂﬁer ensuring that the
Noopotable Water Reclamation program will provide sulficient diversion to
enable the Plant to meet the wastewater reatment needs of the tributary
aree in yeara to camo. Once the Phase R distribution syatexs hae bean

constructed to serve the 50 mgd of potantial mkatroqmredylaw the Reglooal
Board, this additiona) markel can be reached for an incromentsl cost of $50
milion, which was not intluded in the previous year's budget.

Coat estimates from the 1983-88 CIP basod on 1996 dollars have boan

uealaladntﬁ%paryoarwthamd- torconsumumtoacoountm.

inflatien, Although ‘hr:wl ace within the range of budget
l«vdeaﬂmustm-pmjmo! aizo and complexity, it should be noted

that they ary preliminary in naturs and M_fﬁgb_tif_ﬂz
#wﬂmmm&mm%wwmy result {rom Phase 2
ironmental impact studies, ar other o project cosls. Al such

additiona] budget adjustments will bs made as the program progrosua
throu.gh final deaign and construction,
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Project Bummary

; . City of S8an California

B Sants Olara Valley Watex Distriot

Nonpotahls Watar Reclamation
Denonstration Projent

‘ February, 1984

. HA q : 7 .
VP &M : of San Jose (CA) Nompotable Water Reclpmation Demonstration
4% Prejoct is 56400 million program to reclaim up to 87,000 acre-foet per

year (AF/yr) of wastewatar treatment plant effiuent for use fn landscape and

Hﬂndtunun;iﬁﬂnnwen 150 squsre mile area in gix citles in the Santa
ara Velley. affact of the vomplated praject will be to divert 70 million

gallons per day (mgd) of efMuent from Sin Pransiseo during the dry

;?nth, pteveog.nx muretger conversion Ofnlt::ynh. redusing the

B of trace level contaminants, end providing a reliable seayce of
mmumumm . :

Q2 794 18:27 e04
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P‘mlﬂ%mmwﬁﬂmmmdﬂnhdwﬂlmﬂ,mi- 9 00 i AF

e of rodlsimed waler in a square mile ares with 3,000 agres
Pl&lﬂlwpo snd agncoluure. ﬁ'&"n avea, whichhas a Mty af parks,
dnstrial packs other irrfguble facllitien, 3¢ known locally as the "Golden
riangle,” and maaks the intersection of the cities of Ban Jose, SBanta Clara,
\d Milpllag. All of the dﬁumpaﬁnz actively in this profect, which
will cost 150 million and is to be completed in November, 1887,

Phante 3 and 8 will expand the distyibution & to sonth Ban Jose and
the citiea of Campbell, Cupertino, Baratoga Gatos, and Monte Sereno
wsivh the canstruction of an additional 200 mf]ea of pipe at a cost of roughty
$370 miflon. Bebeduled for completion in Decomber, 2000 at a cost of
m $220 million,, Phase 2 will divert an additional 38 mgd to provent
conversion of salt marsh by the dischargse of the City’s fresh water
effluant, as roquired by the City's NPDES Parmit. Once the Phass 2
fiifeastracturs iy in place, Phase 3 will complete tha axtonalon of the iystem
with an edditional 20 mgd of capacity at a cost of $50 milliaa.
i

Upea otion, the cost of reclaimed fmr supplied by the Nonpotable

BAE

—P Water on Project will be roughly $1200 acre foot; Santa Clara

Valley W strict, tha local water wholesaler, haa agreed to suhsidize the
program Gy $98/AF. ~All capital and operating costs are cuiventiy the
ponafhility of the City'of Ban Jose and the jurisdictions txibutary lo the
onnl wastewater trogtment plant.
pomaxy ts of the Noopotable Water Reclamation program are 1)

ant, and 2) produotion of & reliable water gupply to offget priable
dbmand in & dmuzbﬁgrone, water-short arua, :

)
‘f'j%.
wl‘/

( .

?ducﬂon ol efliuent discharge from the regional wastewater treatment
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Summary - San Jose (CA) Water Reclamstion Projoct ~~~ Pagee 2

he £~ Jose/Sents Clars Water Pollution Control Plant is & 167 milllan
onpadqy(nmbndnnoodwhwwmunmt ent which discharges
3o an eatnary at the southern end of San Francisco Bay. Although treated
1y 1o drinking water standards, the frosh water effluent frum the plant
been found to contribute to the conversion of salt marsh rendering it
dtable as habitat for two endangerod (the salt marah hacvest
48 and (de California depper rafl). Ths roclamation of 40% of
t-m&w will pravent further salt marsh conversion. As an

xace matals Gacharged to the Bay. ,
887, Californis snfsred fulo & wix-year drought which sace again

quired water supplisss o implemont water rationing and other
sgnservation moasurss. In Northern California, several municipalities,

uding the City of Ban Joss, passed ordinances prohibiting the use of
g dng water for purposes such ag dust control in construction whers
ble or reclalimed water was availsble. Although above average
dinfs early 1898 marked the end of tha lateqt drought, many restrictions
oh water yeuss remain in affect, In recognition of the fact that natural
sppHea of drinking water are no longer sufficient to keep up with curreat
spand. “This s aspocially true in highly developed regions Jike the Sen
Prancisco ares, where reclamation is ex to play an increasingly
ohoﬁbdﬂngdmandfuadnﬁngmmby,provﬂwm
appropriate subgtitute for nonpotable purposes. Tha Nonpotable Water
Heclamation Pyoject will be capable of satisfying a peak demand of over 80
Mmﬁdmgqatcswnﬁsnuduﬁu&:n:?m mom“&yt
g ungnﬁm.wmﬂ shnplyno m uringn d!'D\\
‘‘‘‘‘ ar to the ona recantly experiensad.

Btatus: Pehraary, 1954

oonceptual design stage of the projoct is nsaring ecmpletion. Both
ot ansapement and envirouwental imj ct reports has been pomplated for
1, 88 have prelimivary plans for the layout of piping in the Golden

angle, A market assessrneat for the expanded area bas been completed,

a inary 1syout of pipelines hns been discussed with representatived
ﬁian urisdictions involved. A projecst management eonsultant will be hired

abficipated to begln in July, 1985,
urrent offarts axe focused on resalving pipeline alignment issues, and
nstructing the framawork of institutional arrangemants, including
sments with water retailers and a program to retrofit exds cuatomer
ping to supply redaimed water. If successful, the San Jose Nonpotable
ater Reclamation Project could provide diroction to similar efforts
t tha United States.

4, diversion of reclaimed water wil) redure the mass of

thin the next aix months , and final design for the Phase 1 work iz

TotaL P.e4
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M ; UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
240 et REGION X

75- Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901
Hi2 02 1994

MEMORANDUM

SUBJECT: Summary of Bay/Delta Public Hearings

TO: Addressees

FROM: Patrick Wright, EPA Region 9

Summary

As expected, the general level of interest in the public
hearings was relatively low. With a few exceptions, including
John Wodraska of MWD, Tom Clark of Kern County, and John
Krautkraemer and Barry Nelson from the environmental community, the
leaders of the major stakeholder groups did not participate in the
hearings. The Region encouraged the major groups to work with us
to address their concerns, rather than taking us on in the press
and at the hearings, and most have agreed. In fact, there were
virtually no highly critical comments voiced by the State or any of
the major stakeholder groups at the hearings. We also understand
that the leadership of the urban and agricultural groups are taking
seriously our commitment to consider changes to the standards and
economic analysis, and we expect to receive a great deal of
constructive and useful written comments. A total of about 130
people spoke at the four hearings. Most were individual farmers or
leaders of smaller water districts.

Press coverage: Press coverage was also very light. None of
the leading environmental reporters from the major papers in San
Francisco, Sacramento, and Los Angeles attended the hearings. They
all correctly assumed that the comments from the interest groups
would not be any different than those expressed on December 15.
The few stories that did appear, including two from the LA Times,
focused on comments about the water supply and economic impacts of
the proposals from local elected officials, individual farmers, and
other members of the public rather than on comments from the major
interest groups.

Fresno (2/23)

The Fresno hearing was well attended (about 40 people spoke)
by local farmers, who staged a small tractor parade before the
hearing. One elected state official was present, State Senator
Phil Wyman, who was upset that Betsy Rieke and other Washington
officials were not conducting the hearing. His remarks incited the
crowd, which became rude at times. The leadership of the
agricultural groups, some of whom were present but did not
participate, later apologized for their behavior. Virtually all of

‘
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the speakers voiced concerns about the water supply and economic
impacts of the proposals. Only one person spoke on behalf of the
environmental community, late in the day.

Press coverage: Several local network affiliates covered
the hearings, and included our statements in spots that appeared in
Fresno, Bakersfield, and Sacramento. The local writers from the LA
Times and AP also wrote stories, but focused on the comments from
local farmers.

Sacramento (2/24)

About 20 people spoke in Sacramento, including Doug Wheeler on
behalf of the State. He expressed various concerns about the
proposals, but pledged to work with us in developing a framework
agreement for state/federal coordination on the standards and other
issues. (A meeting to discuss the State's draft framework
agreement 1is scheduled for Tuesday, March 8.) There were few
substantive comments.

Press coverage: A couple of print and radio reporters were
present, and an article appeared in the Fresno Bee.

San Francisco (2/25)

Only 11 people spoke in San Francisco, including
representatives from San Francisco and East Bay MUD, the
environmental groups, and a couple of farmers from the Central
Valley.

Press coverage: A couple of reporters were present, but no
stories appeared.

Irvine (2/28)

The Irvine hearing was well attended (about 60 speakers), and
many thanked us for coming to southern California. Most of the
speakers represented small water districts or local communities.
John Wodraska of MWD and Tom Clark of Kern County were the only
representives from the major stakeholder groups. They both
recommended flexible standards, continued federal coordination, and
a joint state/federal task force on long-term solutions. They also
pledged to work with us in developing the final rule and economic
analysis. Wodraska noted that MWD would be submitting joint
comments with the other urban agencies, north and south, who are
developing an alternative proposal. (He will be briefing us on
their proposal this Friday (3/4)). John Krautkrae¢ 2r from EDF in
Oakland was the only speaker on behalf of the environmental
community.

Press coverage: Reporters from the LA Times and local papers
were present, but did not use our comments or opening remarks in
their stories. One local cable station was also present.






| onomic  >acts are due to project repayment, not just power
economics. Many have made assumption that power can pick up costs after
a reallocation process. However, if power has to pick up too much cost it can
cost itself out of the market.

8. Project repayment is not like the SWP, the CVP doesn’t charge for project
cost if it doesn’t deliver water. This may also affect surcharges for the
restoration fund,

9. Utilities that buy from the project have capabilities to purchase from the
outside.

10. ESA’s impact on energy costs has already been noticed.

11. This impact is difficult to quantify because there are complicating variables
such ne ~ chort term surplus and the Pacific Northwest intertie.

12. e winter-run opinion is having an impact because they are bypassing
Shasta and reducing exports. When you bypass there is a capacity impact,
where fixed costs are leveled on a smaller customer base.

13. The current contract with PG&E makes this less of a short term issue, but
the contract changes in 2004.

14. Power users need firm capacity.

15. When the flow regime changes it impacts project dependable capacity,
reduces generation and depends upon the timing and value of the
generation.

16. A prorata agpproach may not make a difference in the economics. lts not
clear if the CVP is a good proxy for impacts on all users.

17. There aren’t that many tributaries to the delta and the replacement cost
of energy would be approximately equal.

18. The Roe Island location affects power because it impacts carryover
storage.

19. Impacts in the drought are important, during critical years even the Chipps
Island location may affect carryover storage.

20. The RIA would be an incomplete document without a discussion of power
impacts. A quantitative assessment may be difficult given all the variables.


















1930-75 and 1976-91 separately. This figure illustrates that the flows in the
historical period used are representative of the full range, except that the later
period included both the highest- and lowest-flow years. The later period had, as
expected, more drought years and more high-flow years than the historical period,
but since nearly the entire range is included in the historical period, it can be used

without excessive extrapolation.



Te' "2 1. Results of multiple regression analysis of X, vs. the log of total
unconstrained flow (February to June) and year. The model for this regression is:
X, = A + BxYear + CxLOG,,(Unconstrained flow, MAF) + Error

P: 1meter Degrees of Value p value
Freedom

R-sduared 0.97 <0.0001

A 1 114.57 <0.0001

B 1 0.16959 <0.0001

C 1 -50.396 <0.0001

Error 43 - -

Table 2. Results of logistic regression analysis of percent of days when salinity at
a control point was 2 ppt or less vs. Delta X,, the difference between X, and the
control point location. The model for this regression is:

1
(1+ e(AfoDeltaXz))

Prop=1 -

where Prop is the proportion of days at or below 2 ppt.

Parameter Degrees of Value " pvalue
Freedom

R-squared : 0.94 - <0.06u!

A 1 -0.2596 <0.0001

B 1 0.18279 <0.0001

Error 136 - -










Figure 2. Calculation of model predicting number of days < 2 ppt:
A, X, predicted from year and log flow; B, Percent of days < 2ppt vs. distance from station to X,
C, Perceinn of days < 2 ppt predicted from model; D, Residuals from model.
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Figure 4. Predicted days < 2 ppt vs. unconstrained flow for 4 reference years
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CUMULATIVE FREQUENCY

100%

Figure 5. Frequency distribution of historical unconstrained flow > two time periods
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Bronson Van Wyck AND COMPANY

llll Galifornle Ave., Bule 302 ' 2141 Mighway 224 East

-ﬁ:hgs?au:mun 1wu«nw g:rura

Pa { 827-0121 Fax ’601; 40-5802
TO? MR. JORN BMERSON

(0) (202) 456-7083
(YAX) (202) 456~2359

FRONM: BRONBON VAN WYCXK
(O) (B01) 349-5662
(PAX) (503} 349-8892

RE! CALIFORNIA WATER MEETING
MARCI 77H, 1994
DTD: 3/10/94
I. We appreciate your assistance re: Administration's
California water actions. We'rc hopeful meeting with

you, Tom Epstein and will Stelle was helprul.
II. Co n:

The Administration's lack of a current "“champion"
for the ecounoric importance of California wpatexr is
resulting in job loss, and a deterioratiny economic base.
Exsmples because of the wataer situation:

. Anheuser Busch questioning their expansion in
Califoruia;

- Intel not building a new California facility: .

. Long term lenders restrioting credit - (Pru, Met,
MONY §$2 billioni):

' short terr lenders restricting credit - Dunavant

($100 million &) and others, (Wells Fargo).

III. ture 3

1. Emerson is to discuss the California water
situation with DOJ and EPA, We hope shortly, thera
will be a clarification of the Administratioun‘'s
priorities reqgarding Calitornia's sconomlic growth,
within environmentally responsible boundaries.

2. Attempts will be to develop/adjust Adwministration
policy to improve opportumt.iea for eccnomic growth
and job creation in California.



Nr. John Emerson oontinued:
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Iv,.

3.

a. Raegarding water availability, eliminate the
" t" Dbetween the Administration‘'s
stated desires and the lowest tield personnel
in EPA and DOJ.

b. Develop "“gredjbility and certsintv" in the
process of resolving California wator problems
thru the Administration's willingness to sign
agreements with the state of California which
address the issues of water standards,
implementativny and long term solutions,

In the week of March 21st, there will be a mutual
update as to progress,

fummary of Mseting Comments:

1.

Historically, cCalifornia ijust experienced over
gix years of drought (water shortage and higher
costs). There are many specific examples, where
this resulted in reductions {n business net worth
and restricted growth ana investment,

Currently, methods chosen by the new Administration
to implement regulations are resulting in a
regulatory dArought;

J the water supply amounts being 65% or less for
Federal (CVP) system, and being 50% or less
for State (SWP) system.

. in addition, newly announced Federal proposals
could frurther reduce walexr amounts by SO\
across the board.

. the economic impacts, according to several
reliable sources, are greater than §3 blllion
vs. BPA's publicly stated estimate of 820
million.

Current policies further restriot growth in direct
conflict with stated public pelicy. The severe
impacts of the Adnministration’'s advocucy ol a
regulatory water drought makes issues of weather
(rainfall), and “"who's at fault" (State or red) no
longer relevant in the opinion of the electorate.
Additionally, a broad consensus agress that
previouely valid mitigation measures, such as water
transfers, are not currently viable.
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V.

Meeting Attendeeg:

John Emerson (0) (202)
Amslutant to the President (FAX) (3023)
c/0 Dana Lawrence

OEOD ¢ 151

Washington, D.C. 20500

Tom Epstein (0} (202)
Deputy Director Political Affaire

OKOB § 119

Washington, D.C. 20500

Will steele (0) (202)
office of Environmental Policy (PAX) (202)
QEQR { 360

Washington, D.C. 20500

Bronson Van Wyck, (0) (501)
advisor, investor {(PAX) (501)
Bakersfield, CA &

Tuckexrman, Arkansas 72473

{Kern County Water Agency)
(Friaent Wateyr User's Authority)

Dave R. Schuster, consultant (0) (916)
500 N Street, Ste. 20

Sacramento, CA 95814

(Rern County Water Agency)

Jean Sagouspe, farmer (0) (209)

Box 1363
Los Banos, CA 93635
(Central valley Project Association)

(FAX) (209)

Scott Hulme, (0) (209)
cotton merchant processor (FAX) (209)
and short term lender

8223 N. Fresno St.

Presno, CA 93778-2506

Dunavant/pProducers

Bill Beyer, long term lender (0) (201)
Prudential Insurance Co. (FAX) (201)

Newark, New Jersey

456-7953
456-2259

456-6257

456-62324
456-2710

349«5562
349-5592

446~-7207

826-0342
826-9566

448-1650
4468-1846

802~-7506
834-4968
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Dan Nelson, Executive Director (0) (209) 826-9696
8an lLuie & Dolta Mendota (FAX) (209) 826~9698
Watex Authocity

842 8ixth Streel, Ste. 7

Los Vanos, CA 93635

Rogexr Gwinn & Joe Raeder, advisors (O) (202) 331-8500
The FPerguszon Company (PAX) (302) 331-1598
1130 Comweticul Ave., N.W.

Washington, D.C. 20036

Oother Knowledgeable Parties:

Senator Diane Feinstein (0) (202) 224-9650
(Miko McGill) (FAX) (202) 228-3953
{Asst. Shannon) ,
Room 331

Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Sen. Barbara Boxer

(Peter Teague)

112 Hart Senate Qffice Building
washington, D.C. 203510

Cong. Vic Fazio

(Jeff Narris)

2113 Rayburn House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Cong. Cal Dooley (0) (202) 225-334)
1227 longworth Houce Officc Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20315

Marion Berry (0) (202) 456-6586
Spe¢. Assistant

for Agricultural Trade

Office of Domestic Policy

White House

washington, L,U, 2U%00

Cong. Gary Condit {O0) (202) 225-6131
{Robext Gunther)

1123 touwngworth

washington, D.C. 20515

Cong. Rich Lehman (0) (202) 228-4540
(Grey Btaples)

1226 Longworth

Washington, D.C. 20515
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Diok Moss (0) (209)
Managor (FAX) (209)
rriant water umsers Aulhurity

854 N. Harvurd Ave.

Lindsay, €A 932347-1715%

Tom Clark (0) (805)
Manager

Kern County Water Agency

Box 038

Bakersfield, CA 93302

Jason Peltierxr (0) (9216)
Managex (FAX) (916)
Central valley Project Associatlion

1921 "1 st.

Sacramento, CA 95814

562-6305
562-3496

634-2400

448-1638
446-1063



Bronson Van Wyck AND CoMmpaNy

S888 Calornia Ave., Bulte 308 141 sy 284 Bast

Bakiorsiloid, Oalibernia 68308 Tuokerman, 78473

Phens (008) 807-822¢ Phond (801) 340-4842

fax (M?-om Fax {801) 3480892
T0: SENATOR DIANE PRINSTRIN

FROM:

RE:

DTD:
(1)
(2)
(3)
(3)
(4)

(s)

ATTENTION: SHAMNNON
{0) (202) 224-9850
(YAX) (202) 220-~-395)

BRONSON VAN WYCX
(0) (501) 349-5562
(FAX) (S01) 349-8592

MARCH 7TH WATER MEETINGS
IN WABHINGTOM, D.O.

3/10/94

Everyons very much appreclates your interest and
knowledge of the california watcer scituation. Thank yeu
for your time.

Enclosed is a summary and a follow up of the meeting
with Mr. John Emerson, 8pecial Assistant to the
President.

One benchmark to measure the Administration'’s
willingness to “champion" economic growth and job
development in the Central Vvalley, and Southern
California, is the Federal government's ability to sign
meaningful aqgreements with California regarding a process
to develop solutions and implement comprehensive surface
water allocations,

Winning “elections of the people” raquires economic

GROWTH. Club Fed peolicles and actions are restrioting
growth and justified by questionable science, and a law
suit, Thie is in the face of ocourring eoconomiu

deterioration and against the basic rules of parity.
(Those who benefit should share the cost,)

Additionally, there is8 & broad consensus, and
specific evidence, that water transfers, (markaeting)
mitigation measures, previously touted as wmajor
opportunities to 1lessen impaots, are not viable
(possible) under current Fed policies and standards.

We look forward to your visiting the Central Valley,
and appreciate your leadership in helping to resoclve this
matter. We will . try to keep you informed on all
activities so hopefully, there will be no surprises.



3/4/94

On January 6, 1994 EPA (and Club FED) published {a the Yederal
Reglater propoded rules to proteat benaficial uvess in the
Bacramente-San Jeaquin Bay-Delta Estuary.

CALIPORNIA’S WATER 8UPPLIES AND TEE PROPOSLD FRDERAL
DELTA WATBR QUALITY STANDARDS

Oalifozrnia Water Use Dependent On The Dalta (1990 level)

There are about 2¢ million people in California vhe are
either wholly or partially dependent on water from the
Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivere for thair wvater supply.

oOover 20 million people and millions of acres of agriculture
recalive water directly pumped form the Delta.

The Sacramente and San Joagquin Rivers have provided
Californiana with an average of nearly 15.5 million acre-
teet annually for urban and agriocultural uses.

Regulutery Bavironment And The Lndangered Bpecias Ast

BWRCB was attempting & balanced and comprehensive regulation
of the Delta.

Environmental Pedaral actions "derailad" the BWRCB process
vhen NMFS, USFWS and EPA toek over {n individual areas:
vinter run salmon and Dalta smelt (Endangered Species Act)
and water guality (Clean Water Act); these nctions went
well beyond BWRCB planned actions.

NMFS, USrws, EPA and USBR joined to form Club FED to provide
:ogidigqted action and gave the States a federal antity to
a with.,

Inpacts Of Propesed Maw rederal ptandards Teor The Bay-bDalta

Federal estimates place the reduction in exports at an
average of 1.8 million acre-feet during critically dry years
and 750,000 acre-feet in average years. This cresates great
uncertalinty in the reliability of a critica) portion ef
California’s urban and agricultural veter wupplies.

Combined existing system (CVP-BWP) capability during drought
averages only 4.0 million acre~feet per year when working
against an estimated 6.0 million acre-fset por year demand.
There is considerable uncertainty in the 1.6 nillion scre-
feet por year estimate. Btate studies shev that the losses
could be much greater.



Sole use of a salinity standerd by EPA does not address
other important phyeical factors which have contributed to
the decline of fisheries. The proposed standards may not
£ix the problem.

The draft economic impact analysis is insdegquate and
incomplete. EXven with an anticipated reworking of this
analysis, {t is not useful unless it deals with the
implementation of standards by the State and a variety of
technical issues which have besen presented te EPA threugh
public comment. The potential econonic losses are greatly
understated.

Inplamentation 0f Bay-Delta Standards

Fadsral proposed regulations/standards need to be balanoced
vith all needs/uses of the estuary: however, this is not
part of the eurrent process.

EPA cannot ipplement its own standerds; and, the Btate ocan
only inplement State-adepted standards and these must by law
be balanced and reascnable and consider all compating
beneficial uses.

Only the Gtate has the authority to allocatw the buzden e¢f
compliance and that will prove to be a costly and time
consuni{ng process,

Federal interests need to be included in the leng-term Delts
decision-making process (BDOC).

Exanples Of Hov Proposed Standards Could Be Nade More Workable

Recognize that the changing ecosystem is noi: necessarily a
result of water Trojact cperations, but rather a multitude
of causes including unscreened vater diversione, non-native
species, polliution over-fishing, eto., all of which need to
be better understood and addressed.

Consider the econonic and soclal value of tha water supply
impacts.

Allocate the burden of {mpacte via water rights process, fee
ot:uctureo, agreements, etc., among all userzs (not just gwp
and CVP).

Use flov standards instead of the uncertain salinity
Ysurrogate® ("X2%).
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Congress of the Enited States
Bouse of Representatives
Washington. BE 20515

March 24, 1994

The President
The White House
Washington, D.C. 20500

Dear Mr. President:

We understand that the departments of Commerce and the Interior,
the Environmental Protection Agency, the California Resources
Agenrty and the California Water Resources Control Board are engaged
in discussions to establish a framework for a comprehensive
approach to addressing the problems of the San Francisco
Bay/Sacramento-San Joaquin River Delta. -

We are writing to express our wholehearted support for that effort.
An effective federal-state partnearship in the Delta is absolutely
essential to restoring the health of the Bay-Delta estuary and the
vitality of California‘’s economy.

Federal agcenciee gimply cannot fulfill their responsihilities under
various environmental protection statues without the cooperation of
the state. Likewiee, the state’s efforts to provide for the long-
term management of California‘s water resources cannot be
successful without the active participation of the federal
government. Until the estuary’s immediate and long-term problems
are addressed, the ccosyctem will continue to decline and the
agricultural and urban communities dependent upon Delta water
supplies will remain gripped by crippling uncertainty.

We are greally encouraged by the recent attcompts to develop an
integrated, comprehensive approach to the Delta. We are hopeful
that the federal and state governments can soon conclude a formal
agreement that embodies a commitment to meet all environmental
mandaces while minimiziny water supply impacts.

Such an agreement should provide for better coordination and more
flexibility in the operation of the state and federal projects so
that water supply demands can be mure effectively met within the
constraintg of the EBEndangered Species Act. The agreement also
should establish a mutually acceeplLable process for setting and
implementing water quality standards in the near term and outline
a comprehensive planning process for Lhe iong t=rm.
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The President
Marcn 24, 1994
Pagae 2

Most important, the agreemer mugt provide certainty. Although any
natural resource management plan must allow for necessary
adjustments, regulatory acticone in the Delta should be formulated
so as to assure an extended period of reliable and predictable
waler supplies for agricultural, urban and environmental uges.

The discussious now underway between federal and state agencies
represent & major step toward resolving one of California‘s most
vexing problems. We urye yovu LU personally monitor and actively
encourage that effeort.

Sincerely,

te 7~ =
/ Jwﬂ%sﬁ; (et T Mt

Rick Lehlman Nomman Mine

Dooley \

¢cc: Bruce Babbitt, Secretary, U.S8. Dcpartment of the Interior
Ron Brown, Secretary, Department of Commerce
Carol Browner, Administrator Environmcntal Protcction Agency
Douglas Wheeler, Secretary California Resources Agency












1968 LOD with Roe Island but without salmon protective measures
1975 LOD with Roe Island triggered and salmon protective measures
1975 LOD without Roe Island but with salmon protective measures
salmon protective measures alone

SLew

The daily req—"->ments for three levels of development are included in three LOTUS files
on the enclosed diskette: S5loddays.txt, 68loddays.txt, and 75loddays.txt. The contents of
these files are included as an attachment to this letter.

In all but the cases noted, please include the following salmon smolt protective measures,
as we still believe that they represent a set of implementation measures which would

approximate the level of protection appropriate:

Delta Cross Channel closed April through June

autal exports not above 1500 cfs for 4 weeks, April 15 May 15
Total exports for the rest of April through June not above 4000 cfs
Minimum Flows at Vernalis for four weeks (April 15 - May 15) as

follows:
W 10,000 cfs; AN 8,000 cfs; BN 6,000 cfs; D 4,000 cfs; C 2,000 cfs

for alternative salmon protective measures in study 2’ please use the same conditions
except with 4,000 cfs minimum flows at Vernalis in both critical and dry years. For all
San Joaquin requirements please use the San Joaquin River Index to establish year types.

We intend for these 9 runs to encompass the range of water costs uddressed by EPA
water quality standards although it may be that none of them exactly reflect the final
determination. The highest priority is for the suite of conditions at 1968 LOD as these
give the most information about the effect of structural differences in the standards.

In all cases please use a 6 MAF level ofexportdemandinaliyemandabasecondition
of D-1485.

Trigger the Roe Island standard by reference to the best estimate of a 14 day moving
average, as we have discussed for previous runs. Once triggered the requirement should
remain in effect until less than .95 if a subsequent month is required. Thus, the standard
might be triggered in February followed by requirements for all of March and some of
April and May, in which case the requirement would be for X2 to be downstream of km
64 for all of February and March, at a location between km 64 and km 74 in April, but
would not influence the requirement for May.

For the Chipps and Roe Island standards limit flow requirements to 11,400 and 29,200 cfs,
respectively. For compliance with the confluence please rely on the modeled salinity,
which may require increases in delta outflow in January of some years.

By presenting the requirements as monthly proportions we hope that we have facilitated
the weighting that was used earlier to represent the required number of days in



DWRSIM’s monthly time steps. In most cases the requirements are either very close to 1
or to zero; in these cases the standard would either require compliance at the site or at
the next site upstream. At intermediate values the standard should be satisfied for the
month at the proportionate distance downstream from the upstream site. Thus, if Roe
Island is required .50 of the month of April in a given year, then the criteria to be met in
DWRSIM should be at river km 79 (midway between the station and the next station
upstream). Because the logarithmic relationship between flow and X2 location is
contained in the model you are using to estimate flow needs this procedure should provide
a good approximation.

We realize that these studies represent a substantial effort on DWR’s part and we are
grateful for this contribution to the development of standards that will protect the estuary
with the smallest impact on other uses.

Regards,

A

%) rBruce Herbold
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